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ABSTRACT 

For the past 13 years, the Verde Valley Campus of 
Yavapai College, in Arizona, has used the same system to evaluate 
part-time faculty in an effort to both maintain quality control and 
provide feedback to part-time faculty and address their concerns. The 
system utilizes two instruments to gather evaluative data. The first 
is used to determine student evaluations of instruct ion, while the 
second is used by administrator for in-class evaluat ions and 
teachers' self-evaluations in response to administrator findings. 
Evaluations are performed during a semester and not at the end to 
give faculty a chance to impl ement any improvements . While the time 
and date of the evaluations are unannounced, faculty are given the 
option to schedule evaluations and can always refuse an evaluation at 
any given < lass time. The entire process, from in-class reviews to 
student evaluations to teacher response, takes place within 1 week to 
10 days. The system is unique in that it gives students a voice in 
teacher evaluation and in that aspects of the student instrument 
parallel the in-class observat ion instrument . In add it ion, the 
evaluation process promotes organizational clarity, the analysis and 
synthesis of teaching theory into practice, effective communication 
with classes and individual students, and enthusiasm. (TGl) 
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Absiract „ . ,1 nf Yavaoai College in Arizona has used the same 

During each of the past 13 years, ® ® standard student evaluation, an administration in-class 

system of part-time faculty “rr who devised the system, will discuss its evolution and his 

evaluation and self-analysis evaluauon. Tne presenter,, wno ocvi«« 

perceptions of its impact on instruction. 

Introduction , . near future. O utcomes Assessment, 

Most community colleges are or will ^ challenges looming on the horizon, it is worth 

Informatio n , and Total Quality Somedung • „rf:pms before one proceeds and loses processes and 

reflecting on the things done well that shaped our current paradigms before one proceeos 

people. This summary is part of that reflection. 

Site . » i, Vot/<inat Cnllece In addition» there is a campus in 

Y».p.i College. VeMe VJ1« foe«loo, withi. U.e eounly sene es 

Prescott, Arizona and an extension site m Chmo Vaile^J^ro ^ Verde 

temporary extension class sites. The istnct o ce • phoenix and 60 miles south of Flagstaff. 

Valley Campus is located in a desert<lim^ ^edena 

The campus serves a diverse populaUon o ^pro y * annioximatelv 12 000 The remaining population 
and cottonwood. Each areas of^/SLua are 

Sq ineatftd in numcTOUs small commumUes throughout me vaiiey. Piver 

d.e Verfe Vslle, beludiog ».e ein of Sed^ ^ 

dse ool, riverio Anzoe. » heve o=«ly --«y 

culturally-rich area. 

Vev.^ college hes sen^ Ve* Jelln '-^ 7 !° 

Bn, bulldU.^ 7!rTort?98^rcorgeld sites fee ioAnelle.sod for d.e lecBon 

ot^eTsuiUble places throughout the valley. Many pubUc 

«rd emergency medical facUiUes. The cun^t StelSiut ISorS'-T students 

students attending on a 33 „d 4 Tyears of age. Most students take only one or two 

The campus does not offer m«iy non<redit ‘ 

with office adminiatration and computer science as secondary Study areas. lUecamp g 

each year in degree and certificate programs. 
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The college campus is staffed by 14 full-time faculty and 100 to ilO part-time faculty. There is one full-time 
instructional administrator and one student services administrator supervised by a dean of instruction and student 
services. There arc twenty other full-t*me support and professional staff and many part-time. 

History and Developmen t 

Beginning as an extension program with a focus on the retired population of the Valley, the Verde Valley Campus 
offered about 50 percent of its program in general interest courses in the early 1980*s. By the middle of the 1980s 
the campus offerings showed a decline in general interest courses and an increase in the application of computer 
science and business classes. In the late 1980s to the current year, the campus function is general education, liberal 
arts, business and computer sciences and general interest courses. Whereas general interest courses comprised 
almost 50 percent of the enrollment in 1980. these same types of offerings constitute less that 18% of the offerings 
currently. During that same period, of twelve to thirteen years, the full-time equivalent student (FTSE) increased 
from approximately 80 to over 500. 

Involvement 

In 1979, the writer joined the staff of Yavapai College as an extension program director and in July of 1981, 
transferred to the Verde Valley Cantus as the instructional administrator. While an extension director the writer 
obtained the form " Instructional Evaluation bv Students " and used the evaluation to detcnmine the nature of problems 
in specific classes. The Verde Valley Campus had already been promoting the same concep. was, in fact, using 
the same instruments of evaluation. The instruments were: 

1. Instructional Evaluation bv Students for student input: 

2. Instructional Evaluation for administrator in-class evaluation and for faculty self-evaluation response. 

Although the instruments were not unique, the philosophy of the process used by both administrators was. Why 
would one want to evaluate part-time faculty? 

Some considerations for evaluation of part-time faculty include: 

1 . Customers demand quality control and this process proves that you are also interested in quality control. 

2. Institutional policies demand it and one mts to be in alignment with policy. 

3. Part-time faculty have concerns, want to improve, and by providing feedback they will be better. 

4. Working with part-time faculty in a positive way forms a bond between faculty and the institution. 

In general, other segments of Yavapai College were, and are, currently using the evaluation to assist in personnel 
decisions. The instruments were being used to detect problems in instruction and to assist faculty in correcting them 
to improve the quality of instruction. To this date, Yavapai College, uses the Instructional Evaluation and another 
student instrument the Student Instructional Report , the (SIR'l . from Educational Testing Service (ETS) for the 
evaluation of full-time faculty. Until 1990 only the evaluation system for full-time instructors was contained in 
college policy. Although the instruments together can assist in improving instruction, there is no system established 
at the college to assist instructors to improve even if deficits are detected. The responsibility for assistance lies with 
the division chairperson or a full-time instructor. 

The administrators involved in evaluation on the Verde Valley Campus used the Instructional Evaluation bv Students 
and the Instructional Evaluation to provide immediate feedback to part-time faculty, (not then covered under the 
evaluation policy of the college) to improve their instruction. Both administrators had extensive backgrounds not 
only as faculty but as instructional administrators with observation and formal education in instructional supervision. 
Unlike the full-time evaluation, the philosophy of the part-time faculty evaluation system was primarily to improve 
the quality of instruction for each faculty member evaluated. The evaluation process was therefore: 

1. A caring system 

2. A personalized system 

3. A helpful system 

4. A confidential system 
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Process 

would gi»» 

£SSrisr^“" - - 

not scheduled dunng review * faculty had the right to refuse evaluation at any given 

3 Part-time faculty were mformed that they, as lacuivy, uau m 

■ rl.c, time but would be subject to a scheduled evaluauon at some other time. 

4. Part-time faculty were assured ihat the total evaluation would take place within a week to ten days an 

would include: 

a an in-class evaluation by an observer. 

b an opportunity for the individual faculty member to respond to the evaluation of the observer, 
c a studVnt evaluation of the instruction at the same time as the ^ 

d a follow-up meeting with the observer to analyze the total eval^ion wd process. 

5. Evaliitions. unless not mutLly agreed upon by the faculty member and the observer, would be filed 
in the faculty member’s personnel file. 

„,p„nd to to mnito dvdltoio. with to,, owh te why, ihfoni.U» 

could be weighed and implemented. 

I. w„ to hdUdf ,h« htoy dv1»non sytoto M b«c»« toy to compltod to »d of to 
di-iMmine what has happened Quality improvement evaluations must provide the opportumty to react with 
fo^vd^dS^S^dh^dr Th.y toy .o. apply » diffdto. dltooa ih diftdto. »ivtoh»..» «d 

in diffexent semesters. 

sSSSrf pto-.ito totoco^ h.v. bddd dvlphud, to« U aoitohihg now to h. Itohdd frap d^h 

OOP of tom. Shamg to iofonmuoc with to to,n.cu,„ dhj.to to dvaluamr lo milim 

:Luo» ih whidh Jih«n.cto c«. Idto tom thto arndtos. Dumig to 

wom dohVidto Oh hios. of to totoomm i. to Cocohiho Couhty D«nc. of 

statisticiZ a summary report for 30 instmetors for the fall 1986 semester was completed and the were i^ 
to esta^sh a AUhat time the questionnaire was divided into two sections, 8 questions on the course 

10 questions on the instructor. 



Dto. for tadtolioh, hm hibmiimd . pmpoml fo dliow ^d to otoll 

H..rino thf. «r«ri..mic vear 1994-95 If funded, an additional consolidated report mcludmg more than 15U lacuity 
memters will be available. By combining daU from student evjduations, on a 
begin to be made for a variety of conditions, subjects and mdividual mstmctional styles. There 
to change the evaluation instruments in some areas of the college district. 

Samples of the forms and three student response results are included appendices to tins summary. 
responses are for mdividual faculty members who seemed to be m the hi^, medium an ow response g 

Outcomes and Conclusions , r- * 

Both the instruments, the igsrn.ciinn.l Evaluation bv Students and the Instpiction^ Evalua i ^^ 

they seem to focus on the aspects of instmetion targeted by Gilles Nadeau m 1977 and * «iiona1 

sp<«h presented by Charles Waldo entitled "Putting the Zi-factor to Work for You presented at this national 
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conference in 1988. The uniqueness lies in the ability of students to respond to the questions of the mstruments and 
the parallel aspects of the student instrument to the in-class observation instrument. The other aspect is that it 
addresses the questions regarding faculty related to specific paradigms. These are: 

1. Organizational clarity-today the college requires that part-time faculty develop a contract with the 
students in the form of a syllabus, for all new faculty there is an all-<iay workshop on organization, 
the syllabus, its elements and the first day of class. 

2. Anaiysis/synthesis-part-time faculty who work in the real world and teach about their work seldom lack 
perceptions about application of classroom presentations to opportumties outside the classroom. Faculty 
who are part-time and teach theoretical courses find difficulty with associating theory to practice. 

3. Effective communication with the class. The college is entering this area as an important topic for 
communication. Recently, much thinking was stirred by ppresenting a short workshop on difference 
in communication by gender. 

4 . Effective communications with individuals. Adult students usually have many other persons to 
communicate with beyond the classroom. It is important that faculty concentrate much of their effort 
on the subject in individual discussion. 

5. ‘Enthusiasm-Gcorge Waldo (1988) called this the "Zi-factor". When a faculty member is excited about 
teaching and the subject, that faculty member performs in the classroom. 

The instruments do not ask questions that students may not have the basis from which to respond. This includes 
questions related to materials and text or knowledge basis of the instructor. 

Over time, it was discovered and accepted that students were very honest about the instructor and the course. There 
was also a close comparison between what students indicated and what the observer thought was viewed. This result 
parallels the findings of the writer's in the study, r*^mmu a itv College Part- t ime Faculty Self-Perceptions of Teachi^ 
Performance (Williams, 1991). 

Completing part-time faculty evaluation is important if: 

1 . the instruments collect the proper information. 

2. the results of the evaluation are truly reviewed. 

3. prescription for improvement is available. 

4. the institution wants part-time faculty to feel important in what they do and be able to improve teaching. 

5. the institution wants the clients (the students) to feel that they have some part in institutional change 
and control over their own learning environment. 
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